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REMARKS 

The Office Action dated June 15, 2005 has been received and considered. In this 
response, claims 1, 5, and 6 have been amended, claims 9-26 have been canceled without 
prejudice or disclaimer, and new claims 27-44 have been added. Support for the amendments to 
the claims and the addition of the new claims can be found in the specification and figures as 
originally filed. Reconsideration of the current rejections in the present application is 
respectfully requested in view of the following remarks. 

Anticipation Rejection of Claims 1, 5-9, 21-24 and 26 

At section 2 of the Office Action, claims 1, 5-9, 21-24 and 26 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. Section 102(e) as being anticipated by Moore (U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2003/0039242). 
Claims 21-24 and 26 have been canceled and the anticipation rejection with respect to claims 1 
and 5-9 is respectfully traversed. 

Contrary to the assertions of the Office Action, Moore fails to disclose the particular 
combinations of features recited by claims 1 and 5-8. To illustrate, claim 1, from which claims 
5-8 depend, has been amended to recite the additional features of power circuitry configured to 
selectively power one of a mobile telephone circuitry or a service request module based on a 
proximity to the wireless network base station as previously substantially recited by dependent 
claim 9 (now canceled). With respect to the power circuitry feature, the Office Action asserts 
that Moore discloses "the mobile handset 10 includes a rechargeable battery 140 (paragraph 44) 
reading on claimed 'power circuitry selectively providing power to the mobile telephone 
circuitry/" Office Action, p. 4. However, neither the rechargeable battery 140 nor any other 
component of Moore is configured to selectively provide power to any component based on 
proximity to a wireless network base station, much less to "selectively power one of the mobile 
telephone circuitry or the service request module based on the proximity to the wireless network 
base station" as presently recited by claim I. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the 
Office Action fails to establish that Moore discloses or even suggests the particular combination 
of features of claim 1, as well as the additional features of claims 2-8 at least by virtue of their 
dependency from claim 1 . Reconsideration and withdrawal of the anticipation rejection of 
claims 1 and 5-9 therefore is respectfully requested. 
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Anticipation Rejection of Claims 10 and 14-20 

At section 3 of the Office Action, claims 10 and 14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 
Section 102(e) as being anticipated by Jarett (U.S. Patent No. 6,735,432). Claims 10 and 14-20 
have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer, thereby obviating this rejection. Withdrawal 
of this rejection therefore is respectfully requested. 

Obviousness Rejections of Claims 2-4, 11-13 and 25 

At section 5 of the Office Action, claims 2-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Moore in view of Jarett. At section 6 of the Office Action, claims 1 1- 
13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jarett in view of 
Moore. Claims 11-13 and 25 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer and the 
obviousness rejection of claims 2-4 is respectfully traversed. 

Contrary to the assertions of the Office Action, the proposed combination of Moore and 
Jarett foils to disclose or suggest the particular combinations of features recited by claims 2-4 at 
least by virtue of their dependency from claim I . As discussed above, Moore fails to disclose or 
suggest at least the features of power circuitry configured to selectively power one of a mobile 
telephone circuitry or a service request module based on a proximity to the wireless network 
base station. The Office Action does not assert that Jarett teaches these features, nor in fact are 

r 

these features disclosed or suggested by Jarett. Accordingly, the Office Action fails to establish 
that the proposed combination of Moore and Jarett discloses or suggests each and every feature 
recited by claim 1, as well as each and every feature recited by claims 2-4. Reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of claims 2-4 therefore is respectfully requested. 

Addition of Claims 27-44 

New claims 27-44 have been added. Support for the addition of new claims 27-44 may 
be found in the specification and figures as originally filed. 

Claims 27-31 depend from claim 1, and as discussed above, the cited references fail to 
disclose or suggest, alone or in combination, the particular features of claim 1. Accordingly, the 
cited references also fail to disclose or suggest the additional features recited by claims 27-3 1 at 
least by virtue of their dependency from claim 1 . 
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Likewise, the cited references fail to disclose or suggest the particular combinations of 
features recited by claims 32-44. To illustrate, claim 32, from which claims 33-39 depend, 
recites the features of wherein a mobile device selectively powers one of mobile telephony 
circuitry or wireless network circuitry based on whether the mobile device is within a wireless 
data network coverage area, and claim 40, from which claims 41-44 depend, recites the features 
of reducing power to mobile telephony circuitry of the mobile device of a mobile device in 
response to establishing a wireless data network communication path. As discussed above with 
respect to claim 1, none of the cited references disclose or suggest these features. 



The Applicant respectfully submits that the present application is now in condition for 
allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is requested to issue a Notice of Allowance for all 
pending claims. If, for any reason, the Office is unable to allow the Application on the next 
Office Action, and believes a telephone interview would be helpful, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to contact the undersigned attorney or agent. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees that may be required, or credit 
any overpayment, to Deposit Account Number 50-2469. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date 




Kyan S. Davidson, Reg. No, 51,596 
TOLER, LARSON & ABEL, LX.P. 
5000 Plaza On The Lake, Suite 265 
Austin, Texas 78746 



(512) 327-5515 (phone) 
(512) 327-5452 (fax) 
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